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Present: 
In Nairobi: 
Tom Randolph (TR) – Program Director 
Michael Peters (MPe) - CIAT Representative 
Barbara Rischkowsky (BR) – ICARDA Representative 
Stuart Worsley (SW) - Head Development Partnerships 
Shirley Tarawali (ST) – ILRI Assistant Director General, Institutional Planning and Partnerships 
Iain Wright (IW) – ILRI, Acting Deputy Director General (DDG), Integrated Sciences 
Patricia Rainey (PR) – Program Support Coordinator 
Esther Ndungu (EN) – Program Administrative Assistant 
 
In Penang, by videoconference: 
Jens Peter Tang Dalsgaard (JPTD) – WorldFish Representative  
Michael Phillips (MPh) – WorldFish Aquaculture Science Representative 
 
 
1. Opening and Welcomes 
The Livestock and Fish program director opened the meeting and welcomed all present, 
particularly the new members, Iain Wright (ILRI, DDG Representative) and Michael Philips 
(WorldFish, Aquaculture Science Representative). The ILRI director general, Jimmy Smith, 
thanked the PPMC for ensuring that the management of the CRP is open, transparent, 
objective, relatively harmonious and with a good degree of trust.   He expressed a strong 
preference for the less top-down management style adopted by ILRI as it increased 
ownership on the part of other program partners.  He stressed that the program was open 
to reconsidering changes to the W1/W2 funds allocations amongst partners but disagreed 
with a competitive fund allocation system that would undermine the intent of the reform 
process to create funding stability Such an approach would undermine the good partnership 
that existed within the program. 
 
 
2. Prior Meeting Minutes 
The 9th PPMC minutes had been reviewed and approved by PPMC members by email. 
Decision:  
2.1: The minutes of the 9th PPMC meeting were formally adopted.   
 
3. Program director’s report on the Livestock and Fish Program 
In the director’s report, TR emphasized the impact of several on-going CG processes that 
would likely shape the guidance for the 2nd Phase of CRPs, namely the reconfiguration of the 
Strategic Results Framework, the Mid-Term Review and the extension proposal.   
TR highlighted the following program challenges: 
1) Scientific Leadership: this does not work when it is part time. We need to explore ways 
to strengthen this. 
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2) Centres have not changed their staffing and skill sets. PPMC needs to consider whether 
a more directive management approach is needed, as we do not yet have a fully 
coherent program.  [Some participants subsequently disagreed with TR’s statement 
about staffing changes, feeling it was over-stated and that the Centres had made some 
progress here.] 
3) M&E: the program is building this from scratch in the absence of guidance from the 
Consortium.  
 
 
4. Process for the 2014 Annual Report 
In the absence of alternative guidance, it was proposed to maintain the same cascading 
process as used to develop the 2013 Annual Report with the provision of model reports to 
guide writers. 
Decisions: 
4.1: The PPMC agreed to follow the same process as used in 2013. 
 
5. Update on Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 
Keith Child, Principal Scientist for Impact Assessment and Learning, ILRI, outlined the key 
elements of the program’s MEL Framework, noting that he had incorporated earlier PPMC 
feedback; he also updated PPMC members on the status of the CRP-Commissioned External 
Evaluation on the value chain approach. Rachel Bedouin of the Independent Evaluation 
Arrangement updated the members on the status of the Program’s Independent External 
Evaluation virtually from Rome.    
In response to a question about the operationalization of the framework, Keith indicated 
that a roadmap for this would be ready early in 2015. PPMC members encouraged the 
program to collaborate with other CRPs in the development of data collection templates and 
the collection of data to avoid an M&E overload.  WorldFish noted that in Bangladesh, there 
was considerable overlap between CRPs that warranted a specific focus also on measuring 
cross CRP (and other program) dynamics and learning. 
TR reiterated that the program’s approach was to keep the M&E for the program light but 
meaningfully focused on generating the evidence to test our research hypotheses.  Such an 
approach to collecting and ranking evidence avoided the need to undertake extensive and 
expensive baseline surveys. He added that the CG was also considering the use of secondary 
rather than primary data for the IDO indicators and that this supports the position taken by 
the Program.   
Decisions:   
5.1: PPMC approved the MEL Framework document. WorldFish will submit further 
editorial-style feedback to Keith as soon as possible to allow the publication of the 
document.  
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6. Update on Gender Action Plan 
TR updated PPMC on the implementation of the program’s Gender Action Plan that had 
been initiated to address the Consortium’s review of the Program’s 2014 Plan of Work and 
Budget and to meet the CG’s target of 10% budget devoted to integrated and strategic 
gender research. The Program appears to be on track with regard to achieving the 10% 
target in 2014.    
There was discussion about the best person to lead the Gender Initiative within the program 
while the replacement for the former Senior Gender Scientist at ILRI was being recruited. It 
was noted that the inclusion of gender data for bilateral projects had the potential to skew 
the calculation of the budget percentages.   
There was also discussion of gender equity within the staffing of the program and the role of 
centres and their diversity policies in achieving gender balance.   
Decisions:   
6.1:  It was decided to refer to this plan as the Gender Initiative.   
Actions:   
6.1: PR to continue to follow up on the 2014 Gender Mainstreaming exercise and to obtain 
supporting evidence from centres about their 2014 budget allocations to 
mainstreamed and strategic gender research.  
6.2: TR to make a proposal at the next PPMC meeting about a CRP-wide gender staffing 
plan. 
6.3: TR to enquire about the availability of Paula Kantor to lead the Gender Initiative in the 
interim. 
 
7. Planning for 2nd Phase CRPs 
Jimmy Smith joined the meeting for this session. 
TR outlined a process for developing the 2nd Phase Livestock and Fish CGIAR Research 
Program in the absence of both guidance and a budget envelope that started from the 
identification and demarcation of flagships and worked through the medium of cross-centre 
flagship-level science teams towards the development of budgeted activities.  Each Centre’s 
contribution to the achievement of the flagships’ objectives and thus required capacity and 
budget would be articulated in a centre proposal. MPh also delivered a presentation on 
what is needed to manage risk arising from the over-dependence on unreliable sources of 
bilateral funding. 
Several of those present felt that the proposed approach to developing the Phase 2 
Livestock and Fish proposal would in itself provide a response to the problem of managing 
risk.  ST and IW both proposed that there be a set of systematic guidelines for the use of 
W1/W2 funding within the CRP that went further than the risk criterion to include 
assessment of funding likelihood, prospects for funding stability, and scientific priorities.   
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There was an extended discussion on funding risk.  SW suggested three investment metrics, 
namely a. risk and stability, B. delivery of results and C. assurance of long term viability, both 
of critical technology research and of centre viability.  TR suggested a business consultancy 
on risk management and the meaning of results-based management for the program. A 
number of anomalies relating to risk management were noted, for example the Nicaragua 
value chain was permitted only on condition it increased bilateral funding for its operations; 
the larger the program grows, the smaller the W1/W2 funding will be as a percentage of 
total funding and the more difficult it will be to set priorities for its use as the program 
would be driven by donor preferences; the likelihood of creating long-term risk by providing 
W1/W2 funding for research that does not attract donor funding and the fact the program 
can only grow if more bilateral funding is acquired at the risk of lower funding stability; and 
the apparent contradiction between the impetus for the CG reform and the experience of 
funding instability.  
Discussion about the process proposed for the development of the Phase 2 concept note 
and proposal focused on the role of the program’s Strategy and Implementation Plans (SIPs) 
can play in this; the extent to which collaboration with other CRPs is emphasized versus 
demarcating the program’s territory vis-à-vis other CRPs; the balance between ramping up 
the Livestock and Fish technology work for CG-wide use versus abandoning our Impact 
Pathways in the value chains.  Jimmy Smith pointed to the strong selling point that value 
chain work coupled with effective development partnership for scaling constituted in the 
approval of the program’s Phase 1 proposal and the weakness we display in our 
environmental work vis-à-vis livestock.  TR however reminded PPMC that the value chain 
work was only ever intended to be a small part of the program (25% of the W1/2 budget) 
and that it had not been adequately staffed up for success. Phase 2 would likely reinforce 
the technology platforms and emphasize the unexploited synergies amongst the technology 
areas and centres.     
TR proposed that October be devoted to the analysis of internal and external demands on 
the program and opportunities and weaknesses, including an assessment of how many CRPs 
we want to be involved in, with November dedicated to writing the concept note with a few 
meetings to agree the flagships and broad-based budget allocations for each.   
 MPh requested a set of analytical questions be framed to guide the analysis stage and 
ultimately inform the flagship content.  He also suggested that we consider positioning an 
integrated fish/livestock research agenda vis-à-vis the animal source food (ASF) agenda.     
Actions: 
7.1: TR to provide further reflections and proposals to manage risk at the next PPMC 
meeting. 
7.2: TR to provide a revised schedule, milestones and set of analytical questions to guide 
the analysis stage for the development of the Concept Note for Livestock and Fish 
program Phase 2. 
 
8. Review of Strategy and Implementation Plans 
TR identified the following as missing elements in all the SIPs – summary of the 
achievements upon which the Flagship is built; detailed theory of change and impact 
pathways that will be addressed and identification of product lines.  
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PPMC identified the following as missing in the criteria proposed to review the SIPs - criteria 
relating to the assessment of intra- and cross-CRP linkages, long-term vision, innovation and 
good science.   
Animal Health SIP 
1. There is an absence of a clear problem statement or a well-articulated vision longer 
term for the flagship and a set of key research questions arising from such problem 
statements.   
2. Cluster 3 is not demand-driven and non-infectious related health issues including 
reproductive health are missing.  
3. There is no distinction between past work and future work, and how these are part of a 
longer continuum; nor between long and short-term work and there are some slow 
timeframes. 
4. Clusters 1,2 and 4 appear under-staffed. 
5. Food safety and zoonoses issues are poorly integrated into the SIP. 
6. Cluster 1 needs to articulate clearly how priorities will be established.   
Genetics SIP 
1. There is a lack of innovation in the science proposed. 
2. The challenges associated with each species should be noted in the problem statements. 
3. The introduction should provide the purpose of the document rather than the problem 
statement that forms the next section.  
4. The inclusion of tables is a good idea and they can provide the basis for the identification 
of the product lines. 
5. Outputs need to be more precisely articulated. For example, what does “widely 
available” mean? 
6. A justification for the repository work and the identification of its benefits is required. 
7. Discussion of the animal health/genetics interface should be included. 
8. Some short term markers of success are needed.  
 
Feeds and Forages SIP 
1. This is largely on the correct path but needs to tease out and articulate the broad 
research questions. 
2. The document is largely incomplete. 
3. Environmental issues need to be mainstreamed into each technology. 
4. Feed as distinct value chains are insufficiently analysed. Different feeds have different 
profitability levels.  
5. There is an absence of a business approach within the Flagship. 
6. The outputs need to be more clearly articulated. 
7. The scope for working with SASI flagship in feed demand modelling should be explored. 
8. Fish feed is inadequately addressed. 
 
Systems Analysis for Sustainable Interventions SIP 
1. The boundary with the VCTS Flagship is still not clear, especially in Cluster 3, the text 
lacks specificity and the iterative nature of the work is not captured. 
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2. The broad interpretation is that SASI has been an instrument for modelling and analysis. 
This forgets the intention to also guide the development of technology and market and 
institutional issues. Although the “doing of this” falls under VCTS (for example, design of 
best-bet packages), the analysis falls under SASI. There is therefore need to develop 
innovation systems work here and to pull out the comparative lessons across the value 
chains.   
3. Hence value chain and business economics, role of the private sector and innovation 
systems are still missing or diluted. The M&E needs to be fleshed out while the focus on 
consumption within the gender work is misleading and incomplete.  
4. No argument is made for the inclusion/exclusion of the subjects to be researched with 
the result that it resembles an eclectic mix and it is not evident whether these subject 
areas will support the program to reach its IDO targets.  Likewise, it is not clear how the 
evidence generated will be used to inform decisions within the program.   
5. It is not an attractive funding proposition. However, it would be more attractive as a 
product that generates tools and methods for creating action and engagement. 
6. The potential to work with PIM CRP needs to be explored further as PIM works in value 
chain economics, foresight modelling and adoption. 
7. The role of the work in guiding decision-making needs to be amplified. Where, for 
example, would a “stop-go” decision be made? How would this be monitored?  How 
does the foresight analysis relate to that being done in other flagships, for example 
Feeds and Forages Flagship? 
8. The flagship could be organized around key thematic areas and then clustered so that 
there are solid agendas for environment, economics, nutrition etc. 
9. The research questions and related outputs are not articulated. 
 
Value Chain Transformation and Scaling SIP 
1. The functional arrangement makes sense for the value chain teams on the ground 
2. Learning is placed as a 3rd cluster whereas it is an iterative process and needs to be 
integrated from the beginning.  Partnerships also need to be reflected in the earlier 
clusters.   
3. Assessment and the science of innovation systems and transformation are missing.  
There is no sense of any science in the SIP.  The Impact Pathways and Theories of 
Change in the value chains need to be revisited systematically.   
4. Needs to be clearer about what information is fed upwards and the timelines.   
5. Needs to be clearer about how the communication with SASI Flagship will occur. 
6. A clearer connection of the outcomes to the IDOs needs to be made, especially for 
transformation and scaling.   
7. The narrative is woolly and authors might benefit from clearer guidelines and putting 
information into tabular format to show what goes where.  
8. A consultant might be required to fix the document. 
9. VCTS should be written up as a hypothesis and a protocol for engaging. We should 
engage the expertise that we have available to us, including WUR and Boru Douthwaite. 
Both SASI and VCTS Flagships need a major overhaul and the teams should work together to 
ensure all thematic areas are covered.  Use of a table to show who is doing what might be 
helpful in the design process. 
Tanzania SIP 
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1. The document is incomplete in that it only considers the SASI and VCTS flagships and 
omits any reference to the technology flagships. 
2.   It could make the best bets more explicit and frame themes as the product lines. 
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Actions:   
8.1: Feedback to be given to the authors of the documents with a request to rewrite 
where needed and to re-submit. 
 
9. Nutrition Strategy 
TR outlined the status of nutrition work within the Livestock and Fish CGIAR Research 
Program, drawing attention to the activities under the seed grants within the A4NH CRP. 
Summer Allen of IFPRI has expressed interest in collaborating with the program.   WorldFish 
has also hired a human nutritionist, Senior Scientist Andrew Thorne-Lyman, who will be 
dedicating a substantial amount of time to the program.    
A Nutrition Concept Note has been developed and will be discussed shortly with key CG 
Centres. A major meeting will be convened in early 2015 with A4NH and a proposal 
developed for an ASF mega-program targeting the Australian donors, the Gates Foundation 
and DfID.  This will add a consumer-driven angle to the Livestock and Fish Program that has 
been lacking to date.  
 
10. Research Partnerships 
Ulf Magnusson (SLU) and Henk van der Mheen (WUR) joined the meeting via internet.   
Both the above confirmed that areas of interest had been identified within the program 
although WUR had taken this further than SLU. Neither partners’ legal departments had any 
issues with the Program Participant Agreement documents.   
MPe identified livestock and environment as a potential area of common interest.  Both 
parties agreed to join the PPMC meeting and field visit in Uganda in December 2014.  
Actions:   
10.1: PR to invite WUR and SLU to the December meeting 
 
11. Development Partnerships 
SW updated the PPMC on development partnerships within the program, particularly those 
with SNV and CARE.  The partnership with CARE is delayed because of the high cost of 
bringing two global organizations together to identify areas of common and complementary 
interest.  Contacts with GIZ, Heartland Global and Dow Agro Sciences are just being made.   
 
It was agreed that in respect of GIZ, the program needed to make contact with the right 
people in the organization if this is to be moved forward. MPe explained that DOW would be 
complex to work with given their internal organization. 
 
Actions: 
 
11.1: TR to meet with GIZ at Tropentag Conference 
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12. Finance Update 
Low expenditure rates across all centres are likely a reflection of the inefficiencies of the 
centres’ financial management systems.  New Zealand is an important new W2 donor for the 
program.  The program is not likely to receive the $5 million of W1 funding from the 
Consortium.   
Discussion about the decrease in bilateral funding that represents a weakness within the 
CRP focused on how to jointly and across centres develop fundable proposals.    A process 
was needed to develop a common agenda around joint resource mobilization that might 
involve up-front commitment from the centres.   A plan to put aside one day at the end of 
the Naivasha planning meeting in March 2014 to develop concept notes had failed to 
materialize.   
TR reported that the internal calls for proposals conducted in 2014 were successful and that 
all three types would likely be repeated in 2015 as the concept supported the idea of results-
based management.  It was agreed that there was no need to outsource the proposal review 
process to consultants and that the outputs of the work so funded would be monitored via 
the Annual report and end-of-year performance assessment processes.  
Actions:  
12.1: It was agreed to make joint resource mobilization a priority in Q1 of 2015, involving 
key scientists to generate the basic ideas and possibly consultants to refine the 
proposals.  
12.2: It was also agreed to maintain setting the W1/W2 budgets in line with the 
Consortium’s Financing Plan, i.e. a 2015 budget of $16.5 million. 
 
13. Revision of the SPAC’s Terms of Reference 
Changes to the SPAC’s TOR were initiated in response to recommendations from the 
Consortium in response to the CRP Management and Governance Review.  However, the 
SPAC itself provided substantial feedback on the proposed changes and pointed to 
inconsistencies (see SPAC 4 Minutes).  Likewise, the ILRI DG advised that it is necessary to 
differentiate the governance and advisory roles with the ILRI Board of Trustees assuming the 
governance role while the SPAC is advisory. It was important to find out what the ILRI Board 
needs from the SPAC in order to fully exercise its governance responsibility.   
It was agreed that it was the role of the Livestock and Fish Program and ILRI Board and not 
the SPAC to nominate SPAC members; therefore the current SPAC members based at WUR 
(Simon Oosting and Imke de Boer) could no longer serve on because of potential conflicts of 
interest once WUR came on board as a full CRP partner. 
Decisions: 
13.1: The changes proposed by WorldFish were not accepted by the PPMC in earlier email 
discussion. 
13.2: The WUR Representatives on SPAC are required to leave the SPAC once WUR comes 
on board as a CRP partner.  
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13.3: Obtain information on what both the ILRI Board of Trustees and SPAC require in order 
to fulfil their mandates  (TR, SW) 
13.4: The two Issue Briefs were approved by PPMC and will be taken to the ILRI BoT (TR)  
 
14. Flagship Transition and Leadership 
The desired qualities of the Flagship leaders were discussed. 
 
Actions: 
14.1: TR to develop a Terms of Reference for each Flagship Leader position.  
 
 
15. Conflict Resolution 
TR outlined the current modalities for conflict resolution that exist in the Terms of Reference 
for the PPMC and discussion ensued.   
Decisions: 
15.1: All parties reconfirmed the role of the PPMC and the current procedures in resolving 
conflicts. 
 
 
16. Performance Monitoring 
TR explained that PPMC is responsible for monitoring program performance and yet the 
POWBs and the Annual Reports are the only documents at its disposal to perform this task.  
The program had introduced a number of performance indicators, some of which were 
drawn from the Consortium’s Annex 1 Indicators.   
There was discussion about what was needed by the PPMC and other bodies such as the 
SPAC and the ILRI Board of Trustees in order to monitor the program.  The discussion 
touched on the ILRI indicator dashboard for its Critical Success Factors and the WorldFish 
Key Performance Goals. 
Actions: 
16.1: TR and PR to investigate what other CRPs and centres are doing in this respect and 
propose a dashboard of indicators at different levels of complexity to meet the needs 
of PPMC, SPAC and ILRI Board of Trustees. 
16.2: ST and MPh to send relevant documentation to PR. 
 
17. December 2014 and 2015 PPMC and SPAC Meetings 
A schedule for the December 2014 PPMC and SPAC meeting in Uganda with a visit to the pig 
value chain was proposed together with the schedule for the 2015 meetings.   
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A further constraint to the scheduling of the December meeting was identified as the ILRI 
end-of-year party on 11th December, starting at noon.   It was proposed to meet virtually 
every second PPMC meeting, bearing in mind that the conduct of the IEE in 2015 would 
likely require a face-to-face meeting at some time.  
Actions: 
17.1:  PR to propose alternative schedules for the December meeting taking into account the 
identified constraints. 
17.2:  PR to investigate with WorldFish about the timing required for field visits in 
Bangladesh and Egypt. 
17.3: PR to send PPMC and SPAC meeting dates to ILRI DG’s Office for inclusion in the ILRI 
calendar.  
 
18. Any Other Business 
Actions: 
18.1: The action points arising from PPMC 9th Meeting were reviewed and participants 
requested to follow up on outstanding actions. 
18.2: The inclusion of a 7th IDO on Gender for the Program should be added to the above 
set of action points.  
